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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 1-23 are presented for examination. 

Claim Objections 

2. It is noted that although the present application does contain line numbers in the 
specification, there are no line numbers in the claims. The preferred format for numbering 
the claims is to number each line of every claim, with each claim beginning with line 1. For 
ease of reference by both the Office and Applicant all future correspondence should include 
the recommended line numbering. For the purposes of this Action, this is the format used by 
Examiner when referencing lines in a claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 4-5, 14-16, 19, 20, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Sitbon et al (hereinafter Sitbon), U.S Patent No. 5,568,487 in view of 
Mastie et al (hereinafter Mastie), U.S Patent No. 6,145,031. 



5. As to claim 1, Sitbon teaches a method comprising: 
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examining a call and a file descriptor associated with the call in an application node of 
network (column 2, lines 19-32); and 

if the call and the file descriptor are of a first type, translating the call to a protocol 
recognized by a second node in the network and communicating the translated call to the 
second node (column 2, lines 19-43). 

Sitbon does not teach that the network is a system area network. 

6. Mastie teaches it is well known in the art that a network can be interchangeably 
implemented as a TCP/IP, internet or System Area Network (column 4, lines 20-21). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to implement Sitbon's TCP/IP network as a System area network so Sitbon* s 
conversion method can be applied to a variety of networks. 

7. As to claim 4, Sitbon teaches a method including mapping a communications 
identifier, received in the application node from the second node, to the file descriptor 
(column 9, line 66 to column 10, line 12 and line 30 - where the communications identifier is 
the protocol address). 

8. As to claim 5, Sitbon teaches a network comprising: 

a first node (column 2, line 13 and column 9, lines 13-16 and lines 22-25 where the 
"client" is the node); and 

an application node including a processor (column 2, lines 33-36) configured for: 
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examining a call and a file descriptor associated with the call in an application 
node of network (column 2, line 13 and lines 19-32); and 

if the call and the file descriptor are of a first type, translating the call to a 
protocol recognized by a second node in the network and communicating the 
translated call to the second node (column 2, lines 19-43). 
Sitbon does not teach that the network is a system area network. 

9. Mastie teaches it is well known in the art that a network can be interchangeably 
implemented as a TCP/IP, internet or System Area Network (column 4, lines 20-21). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to implement Sitbon's TCP/IP network as a system area network so Sitbon's 
conversion method can be applied to a variety of networks. 

10. As to claim 14, Sitbon teaches a network wherein the application node further 
includes an operating system for assigning the file descriptor (column 3, lines 1-8 and lines 

47-57)- 

11. As to claim 15, Sitbon teaches a network wherein the processor is further configured 
for mapping a communications identifier, received in the application node, to the file 
descriptor (column 9, line 66 to column 10, line 12 and line 30 - where the communications 
identifier is the protocol address). 
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12. As to claim 16, Sitbon teaches an apparatus (Figure 1, item w) comprising: 
a port for connecting the apparatus to a network (column 3, lines 26-35 and 

line 66); and 

a processor (Figure 2, items SBT, LIB, KE) configured for: 

examining a call and a file descriptor associated with the call in an application 
node of network (column 2, line 13 and lines 19-32); and 

if the call and the file descriptor are of a first type, translating the call to a 
protocol recognized by a second node in the network and communicating the translated call 
to the second node (column 2, lines 19-43). 

13. As to claim 16, Sitbon does not explicitly show the use of a system area network; 
however it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Sitbon by including the use of a system area network in view 
of Mastie for the same reasons set forth in claim 5, supra. 

14. As to claim 19, Sitbon teaches an apparatus wherein the processor is further 
configured for mapping a communications identifier, received at the apparatus, to the file 
descriptor (column 9, line 66 to column 10, line 12 and line 30 - where the communications 
identifier is the protocol address). 



15. Claim 20 is a claim to an article which performs the actions of the method of claim 1. 
Therefore, claim 20 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 1, supra. 
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16. Claim 22 is a claim to an article which performs the actions of the method of claim 3. 
Therefore, claim 22 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 3, supra. 

17. Claim 23 is a claim to an article which performs the actions of the method of claim 4. 
Therefore, claim 23 is rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 4, supra. 

18. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon 
and Mastie as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Subramaniam et al (hereinafter 
Subramaniam), U.S Patent No. 6,081,900. 

19. As to claim 2, Sitbon teaches a method including processing the call at the application 
node if the call and file descriptor are of a second type (column 3, lines 1-25 and lines 57-67) 
but does not explicitly teach using an operating system in the application node. 

20. Subramaniam teaches that an application node (server in Sitbon) contains an 
operating system (column 12, lines 1-8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon's call processing method 
using an operating system at the application node as the operating system would help in the 
operation of the application node and also well known and expected in the art for Sitbon's 
server node to contain a processor with an operating system. 
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21. As to claim 3, Sitbon teaches a method including assigning the file descriptor of the 
application node (column 3, lines 1-8 and lines 47*57) but does not explicitly teach using an 
operating system to assign the file descriptor. 

22. Subramaniam teaches that an application node (server in Sitbon) contains an 
operating system (column 12, lines 1-8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon* s file descriptor method 
using an operating system at the application node as the operating system would help in the 
operation of the application node and also well known and expected in the art for Sitbon's 
server node to contain a processor with an operating system. 

23. Claims 6-7 and 10-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sitbon and Mastie in view of claim 5 above, in view of Beddus et al (hereinafter Beddus), 
U.S Patent No. 6,694,375. 

24. As to claim 6, Sitbon teaches a network including a network node (column 9, lines 13- 
16) but not a first node that is a proxy node including a processor configured for translating 
the call to a protocol recognized by the network node. 

25. Beddus teaches a first node that is a proxy node including a processor configured for 
translating for translating the call to a protocol recognized by the network node (column 2, 
lines 5-8 and lines 50-56 and column 7, lines 43-54). It would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include a proxy node with 
processor in Sitbon' s client so that the client can perform protocol conversion of messages so 
it can properly communicate with the server. 

26. As to claim 7, Sitbon does not teach a network wherein the processor is further 
configured for translating a call to a lightweight protocol message. 

27. Beddus teaches a network wherein the processor is further configured for translating a 
call to a lightweight protocol message (column 7, line 60 to column 8, line 5). Therefore it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Sitbon' s processor so it could translate calls to lightweight protocol messages 
to communicate with the OSI network as Official Notice is taken that a lightweight protocol 
(LDAP) is typically used in OSI networks. 

28. As to claim 10, Sitbon does not teach a network wherein the processor is configured 
for translating the call to a lightweight protocol message using a lightweight protocol 
message received from the first node. 

29. Beddus teaches a network wherein the processor is configured for translating the call 
to a lightweight protocol message using a lightweight protocol message received from the 
first node (Figure 6, column 7, line 42 to column 8, line 11 - where the first lightweight 
message sent establishes the user profile of the user which is used by the client to establish a 
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call). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Sitbon to include Beddus' call translation functionality so the client can 
easily communicate with an LDAP server without having to modify its calls. 

30. As to claim ii, Sitbon does not teach a network wherein the processor is configured 
for translating more than one call to a lightweight protocol message using a lightweight 
protocol message received from the first node. 

31. Beddus teaches a network wherein the processor is configured for translating more 
than one call to a lightweight protocol message using a lightweight protocol message received 
from the first node (Figure 6, 7 , 8, column 7, line 42-54 - where the first Idap message is sent 
to register the user profile). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Sitbon to include Beddus' multiple call 
translation functionality so the client can easily communicate with an LDAP server to 
update his profile which aids in the establishment of setting up calls to be translated to the 
server. 

32. As to claim 12, Sitbon does not teach a network wherein the processor is further 
configured for translating the call to a lightweight protocol message using a plurality of 
lightweight protocol message received from the first node. 
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33. Beddus teaches a network wherein the processor is further configured for translating 
the call to a lightweight protocol message using a plurality of lightweight protocol message 
received from the first node (Figures 6, 7, 8 and column 7, line 42 to column 8, line 11 - where 
plurality of messages from the first node register and subsequently update the user profile 
which is used to establish a call and is translated to a lightweight protocol message). It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention was made to include 
Beddus' call translation functionality so the client can send a plurality of messages to the 
server to update his profile which helps establish a connection to the server. 

34. As to claims 6-7 and 10-12, Sitbon does not explicitly show the use of a system area 
network; however it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to modify Sitbon by including the use of a system area network in 
view of Mastie for the same reasons set forth in claim 5, supra. 

35. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon and 
Mastie as applied to claim 5 above, in view of Buchanan et al (hereinafter Buchanan), U.S 
Patent No. 6,665,674. 



36. Sitbon doesn't teach a network wherein the processor is further configured for 
translating a plurality of calls to a single lightweight protocol message. 
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37. Buchanan teaches a network wherein the processor is further configured for 
translating a plurality of messages to a single lightweight protocol message (column 8, lines 
59-62). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Sitbon to incorporate Buchanan's functionality of translating a plurality 
of messages into a single lightweight protocol message so messages between server and client 
can be accumulated and sent all at once in a single LDAP message after all the processing of 
the messages has been completed. 

38. As to claim 8, Sitbon does not explicitly show the use of a system area network; 
however it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Sitbon by including the use of a system area network in view 
of Mastie for the same reasons set forth in claim 5, supra. 

39. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon and 
Mastie as applied to claim 5 above, in view of Seshadri et al (hereinafter Seshadri), U.S 
Patent No. 6,615,201, in further view of Ram et al (hereinafter Ram), U.S Patent No. 
6,625,258. 



40. Sitbon does not disclose a network wherein the processor is further configured for 
translating the call to a plurality of lightweight protocol messages. 
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41. Seshadri teaches a network wherein the processor is further configured for translating 
the call to a plurality of SNMP protocol messages (column 5, lines 6-8 and 15-17 where the 
network element is the processor). Seshadri does not teach translating the call to a plurality 
of lightweight protocol messages. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Sitbon to include Seshadri's 
functionality of translating a call into a plurality of messages so the call can be executed 
sequentially in a series of messages. 

42. Ram teaches that LDAP protocol can be interchangeably used with SNMP protocol 
(column 8, lines 20-22). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art to modify Sitbon and Seshadri's implementation so the processor could translate a call to 
a plurality of lightweight protocol messages as well as SNMP messages to increase the 
robustness of the implementation by increasing the compatibility with a wider range of 
protocols. 

43. As to claims 9, Sitbon does not explicitly show the use of a system area network; 
however it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Sitbon by including the use of a system area network in view 
of Mastie for the same reasons set forth in claim 5, supra. 



44. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon and 
Mastie as applied to claim 1 above, in view of Subramaniam. 
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45. As to claim 13, Sitbon teaches a network wherein the application node for processing 
the call if the file descriptor is of a second type (column 3, lines 1-25 and lines 57-67) but does 
not explicitly teach using an operating system in the application node. 

46. Subramaniam teaches that it is well known in the art for an application node (server 
in Sitbon) to contain an operating system (column 12, lines 1-8). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon* s 
call processing method using an operating system at the application node as the system 
would help in the operation of the application node. 

47. As to claim 13, Sitbon does not explicitly show the use of a system area network; 
however it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Sitbon by including the use of a system area network in view 
of Mastie for the same reasons set forth in claim 5, supra. 

48. Claims 17 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon 
and Mastie as applied to claim 16 above, in view of Subramaniam. 

49. As to claim 17, Sitbon teaches an apparatus further comprising processing the call at 
the application node if the call and file descriptor are of a second type (column 3, lines 1-25 
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and lines 57-67) but does not explicitly teach using an operating system in the application 
node. 

50. Subramaniam teaches that an application node (server in Sitbon) contains an 
operating system (column 12, lines 1-8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon' s call processing method 
using an operating system in the apparatus as the operating system would help in the 
operation of the application node and also well known and expected in the art for Sitbon's 
server node to contain a processor with an operating system. 

51. As to claim 18, Sitbon teaches an apparatus further comprising assigning the file 
descriptor (column 3, lines 1-8 and lines 47-57) but does not explicitly teach using an 
operating system to assign the file descriptor. 

52. Subramaniam teaches that an application node (server in Sitbon) contains an 
operating system (column 12, lines 1*8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon's file descriptor method 
using an operating system in the apparatus as the operating system would help in the 
operation of the application node and also well known and expected in the art for Sitbon's 
server node to contain a processor with an operating system. 



Application/Control Number: 09/768,375 P a g e l 5 

* 

Art Unit: 2154 

53. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sitbon and 
Mastie as applied to claim 20 above, in view of Subramaniam. 

54. Sitbon teaches an article further comprising instructions for causing the computer 
system to process the call using the application node (column 3, lines 1-25 and lines 57-67) but 
does not explicitly teach using an operating system in the application node. 

55. Subramaniam teaches that it is well known in the art for an application node (server 
in Sitbon) to contain an operating system (column 12, lines 1*8). It would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to implement Sitbon's 
call processing method using an operating system at the application node as the system 
would help in the operation of the application node. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

The following patents are cited to further show the state of the art in regards to 
filtering calls in networks: 

U.S Patent No. 6,154,743 to Leung et al; 
U.S Patent No. 6,192,362 to Schneck et al; 
U.S Patent No. 6,212,550 to Segur; 
U.S Patent No. 6,480,901 to Weber et al. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is (703)305-8864. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM - 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on (703)305-8498. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pu blished 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 

9I97 (toll-free). ^ ^ 
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